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Research and practitioner knowledge about what makes lcaming cffective can help improve edu-

cational policics and practices. New understandings about how children lcarn can contribute to such chal-
lenges as upgrading the nation's tcaching corps, sctting opportunity standards, and gencerally cnhancing the
academic performance of the nation's children and youth. Such challenges underscore the need to bring
what is known about lcarning to the national agenda of educational rcéorm.

A gap separates what is known about learning and what educators actually do. One rcason for
this gap is that knowledge about effective practices and policies is not accessible to ficld-based profession-
als in uscful and usable forms. This paper identifics rescarch findings from a study on rescarcher and prac-
titioner vicws of the relative cffects of policics and practices on learning, and the degree to which the
implementation of what they view as important policy and practice influences on lcarning can be assessed
and can scrve as a basis for educational reform.

The Context of Educational Reform

Standard sctting has become the most visible activity in the current wave of educational reform. In
fact, in his seminal handbook chapter on standards, Roth (1996) has described the past two decadcs as the
“Era of Standards." Beginning with the National Council of Teachers of Mathcmatics' (1989) Curriculum
and Evaluation Standards for School Mathematics, professional education organizations have developed
content standards that influence curricula, instruction, and assessment practices in mathematics, science,
language arts, history, and geography. The U.S. Department of Education regards standard sctting as cen-
tral to achicving the National Education Goals. For example, both the Goals 2000: Educate America Act
and the ncw Title I legislation require that each statc cstablish standards for student achicvement and focus
educational rcform efforts around achicving them. Another example is the National Asscssment of Educa-
tional Progress (NAEP), which aligned its mathematics assessment to the NCTM standards (Gandal,
1995).

Over the lifc of the cducational reform movement numerous types of standards have emerged. Roth

(1996) cites Dicz (1994) who identified scven types of standards: content, student performance, delivery,
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opportunity, assessment, instructional, and standards for standards. Content standards identify the knowl- |
cdge and skills that students must master, student performance standards identify the degree of competency
that must be demonstrated for each content standard, and school delivery standards identify criteria indi-
cating whether a school provides students with the "opportunity to lecarn” the material identified in the con-
tent standards: System delivery standards address the quality of the district, state, or federal systems'
capability to educate all students as”spcciﬁcd in the content standards. Systemic reform, presumably, coor-
dinates these different types of standards in order to attain its goal of improved lcaming for all students
(Smith, Fuhrman, & O'Day, 1994).

Standard-based reform is clearly reflected in Title [ of the 1994 reauthorization of the Elementary
and Sccondary Education Act of 1965 (ESEA), entitled the Improving Amcrica's School’s Act (IASA).
Designed to provide at-risk children with the tools necessary to mect challenging academic standards, the
Title I legislation emphasizes the alignment of various components of the educational system, including
curriculum and instruction, professional development and accountability. Schools that receive Title I funds
must demonstrate the inclusion of challenging content and performance standards into. their educational
plan. These standards are aimed at broadening disadvantaged children's knowledge and skills bases. Cen-
tral to the legislation's goal of bolstering children's academic performance is the improvement of tcaching
and leaming.

An unique feature of the Title [ program in IASA is its schoolwide project provision. This provi-
sion cxpands the Title [ program to more cfficiently meet the diverse needs of students who are education-
ally at risk by lowering the minimum poverty level necessary for a school to qualify for Title I funds. The
goal is to intcgrate the programs and resources of cach school by allowing its funding to be pooled with ad-
ditional monics to make institutional and comprehcnsive change. Tceaching and professional development
are key components of the 1994 Icgislation's goal of creating morc cquitable lcaring opportunitics for chil-

dren who arc in circumstances that place them at risk of school failurc. [n keeping with the law's ecmphasis
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on equitable -opportunities for all students, special provisions arc made to (a) giving primary considcration
to extended-time strategies; (b) drawing from the research on effective tcaching and leaming techniques; (c)
incorporating accelcrated curricula and effective instructional strategies; (d) strong coordination with the
regular program, and (¢) use of highly qualified and traincd staff. In addition, Title [ focuses on increased
parcntal involvement, school-linked services and integration of the supplemental cducational programs. It
further stresses the need for local and inclusive planning and decision-making, thereby cmpowering mem-
bers of the local school community to apply their funding to their individual needs. This increasc in flexi-
bility, coupled with a greater responsibility for improved student performance, creates the need for
innovative and reliable stratcgies to achicve high-quality standard-bascd improvements at the district and
school level.

The present study, designed to compilc a database on research findings, expert knowledge, and
educators’ judgments, aims to identify implementation standards for the delivery of standard-based re-
forms. To implement such standards, educators must first identify the content and student performance
standards they expect children to meet. Second, they must determine what tecacher actions, instructional
practices, student pursuits, and schoolwide policies should be implemented to guarantee that all students
will have an opportunity to achieve the performance standards. It is expected that implementation of stu-
dent performance and school delivery standards can result in increased effectiveness and efticiency. Fur-
thermore, systemic documentation of such implementations should provide critical information about the
design of programs to achieve such delivery and outcome standards.

[t is in this context of contributing to the procedural knowledge on standard-bascd program dcliv-
cry that the present survey study was developed. Rescarch findings provide onc foundation for developing
opportunity to lcarn standards. Further guidance can be obtained through the expert judgments of both re-
scarchers and practitioners. Their knowledge about what influcnces students” lcaming can be compared to

assess the correspondcncc of expert and practitioner views. Strong agrcement in the judgments of these
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groups would lend confidence to making their combined judgments of cffectiveness a basis for sclecting re-
form strategies.

The Study Design: A Conceptual Framework

The conceptual framework for the present survey study on educational policies and practices that
promote achicvement was drawn from the extant rescarch basc identified in prior rescarch syntheses. Some
of these syntheses compared the relative effectiveness of multiple influences on leaming, whereas others fo-
cused on the cffectiveness of specific instructional practices.

Svntheses of Multiple Influences on Leaming

Walberg, Schiller, and Haertel (1979) published one of the first quantitative syntheses of research
on teaching. The authors collected reviews published between 1969 and 1979 on the impact or association
of instructional variables on students' cognition, affect, and behavior. Among the instructional practices
synthesized werc: time on task, mastery leaming, psychological incentives, open versus traditional class-
rooms, and advance organizers. Nearly two- thirds of the effect sizes or corrclations synthesized were
positive, indicating that many well-established educational practices promote student achicvement. In ad-
dition, in a systematic examination of 19 reviews of teaching process-student outcome rescarch, Waxman
and Walberg (1982) identificd instructional processes related to student learing. They identified the fol-
lowing practices as positively associated with student lcaming: cognitive cngagement, motivational incen-
tives, pupil involvement in leaming, reinforcement, and classroom management and climate.

In 1987 a special issue of the International Journal of Educational Research was dedicated to an
extensive review of rescarch by Fraser and colleagucs on influences related to school learning. They sum-
marized results of over 2,000 bivariate studies spanning 50 years of rescarch in the United States and
abroad. In this special issue, Fraser ct al. (1987) presented a meta-review of 135 meta-analyses in which
school achievement was an outcome, and 92 meta-analyses with student attitude as an outcome. Among

the influcnces examined were contextual factors, including student and teacher characteristics, curriculum
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matcrials, facilitics and equipment, home environment, and school climate. Aptitudinal, instructional, and
environmental factors that consistently exhibited strong influences on academic achievement were identi-
fied.

Wang, Hacrtel, and Walberg (1993) synthesized ratings of 61 rescarch experts, 91 meta-analyses,
and 179 handbook chaptc.rs and narrative reviews representing approximately 11,000 statistical relation-
ships. Results confirmed the primacy of student characteristics, instruction, and home and community in-
fluences on academic learning. More distal variables, such as state and district policy, were shown to be
less influcntial.

The dramatic pattern of overall positive results rcport(‘;d in the research syntheses above is charac-
teristic of results from quantitative syntheses and meta-analytic reviews. This pattern of results is not an
artig‘act of meta-analysis nor car; it be attributed to a generalized placebo effect (Lipsey & Wilson, 1993).

Syntheses of Specific Instructional Practices that Influence Leaming

Since the mid-1970s many quantitative research syntheses have been conducted on specific in-
structional practices. Among the specific instructional practices that have been found to consistently im-
prove academic learning are: degree of curriculum articulation and organization; sufficient classroom
matcrials to support the instructional program; maximized lecaming time; high student expectations; op-
portunities for students to give extended oral and written responses; degree of classroom engagement; stu-
dent participation in goal sctting and instructional decision-making; opportunities for students to rcccive
intensive instruction in one-on-one or tutoring arrangements; engagement in cooperative lcaming; frequent
assessment; and a home environment that supports learning (Fraser et al., 1987; Lipsey & Wilson, 1993;
Wang et al., 1993).

Individual mecta-analyses on which these syntheses are based concern computer aided/based
instruction (Kulik & Kulik, 1987; Ryan, 1991); programmed or individualized instruction (Bangert, Kulik,

& Kulik, 1983), cooperative task structures (Johnson, Johnson, & Maruyama, 1983; Johnson, Maruyama,
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Johnson, Nelson, & Skon, 1981); student tutoring (Cohcn, Kulik, & Kulik, 1982, Cook, Scruggs,
Mastropieri, & Casto, 1986); bchavioral objectives, rcinforcement, cucs, and feedback (Lysakowski &
Walberg, 1982); mastery lcaming (Guskey & Pigott, 1988); home environment (Graue, Weinstein, & '
Walberg, 1983); technology-based instructional strategics (Shwalb, 1987, Williams, 1990); reading
instruction stratcgies (Pflaum, Walberg, Karcgiancs, & Rasher, 1980); wholc-language approach (Stahl &
Miller, 1989); vocabulary instruction (Klesius & Scarls, 1990; Stah! & Fairbanks, 1986); and bilingual
instruction (Willig, 1985). |

Summary

These syntheses support the primacy of student characteristics, instructional practices, and home
and community influcnces on student leaming. Based on thesce results, a theoretical framework comprised
of 228 influcnces on student learning and organized within six theorctical constructs: (a) State and District
Govemnance and Organization; (b) Home and Community Educational Contexts; (c) School Demographics,
Culture, Climate, Policies, and Practices; (d) Design and Delivery of Curriculum and Instruction; (e)
Classroom Instructional Practices; and (f) Student Characteristics. This framework was updated and
refined for purposcs of this research (sce Wang et al. [1993] for a detailed description of the previous

framework and theoretical constructs).

Method

Itcm Sclection

The 146 survey items uscd in the present survey study were drawn from an earlicr 228-item survey
that was used to rate influences on lcarning (Reynolds, Wang, and Walberg, 1992). Those itcms that were
sclected focused on classroom practices, schoolwide practices and policics, curriculum design and delivery,
and district, statc, and federal policies. Some of thesc items were revised and tailored for the purposcs of

this study.



Construction of Rating Scales
Two Likert rating scales were constructed: degree of influence on Icaming and assessability. For
purposes of this research, influence on learning is defined as the degree to which students acquisition of
knowledge, skills, attitudes and valucs is affected by educational practices and policics. The three-point
rating scalc is presented below:
I = Little or no influence on lcaming
2 = Moderatc influcnce on learning
3 = Strong influcnce on lcarning
Assessability is defined as the extent to which the presence or absence of the policy or practice can
be ascertained by direct observations, archived documents, or other means. The following rating scale was
utilized to rate assessability:
| = Not assessable
2 = Fairly assessable
3 = Very assessable

Background Information and Item Assignment Into Categories

Different background items were prepared for each of the two groups, educational researchers and
administrators. Researchers werc asked to identify their primary rescarch interest (c.g., administration and
curriculum studies) and gendcr; educational administrators were asked to identify their current position
(e.g., principal or superintendent), gender, the type of school administered (c.g., elementary or middle
school), and the location of schools or districts (c.g., urban or suburban).

Three independent judges classified the 146 items into four categorics: Classroom Practices (70
items); Schoolwide Practices and Polices (39 items); Curriculum Design and Dclivery (16 items); and Fed-

eral, State, and District Policics (21 items). To save respondents time and promote high rctum rates, the
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146 items on the survey werc randomly divided into three forms, so that cach recipient received a survey
with no more than 50 items drawn from each of the four categorics.

Sample Selection

Eight samples were drawn from the following six organizations: Amcrican Educational Rescarch
Association (AERA) Divisions A (Administration), C (Leaming and Instruction), and H (Evaluation); Na-
tional Association of Elementary School Principals (NAESP); and National Association of Secondary
School Principals (NASSP); American Association of School Administrators (AASA); Council of the
Great City Schools (CGCS); and Council of Chicf State School Officers (CCSSO). Mcmbership lists were
uscd to draw random samples for each organization. In two of the organizations (CCSSO and CGCS)
every member was sampled becausc of their small universes. In the other four organizations (AASA,
NAES~P, NASSP, and AERA) random samples without replacement were drawn.

Mail surveys were sent to all rccipients in November 1993; non-respondents were sent a follow-up
survey in January 1994. Survey directions requested that participants ratc each item in terms of its influ-
ence on student leaming and assessability.

Results

Survev Retum Rates

Tal?lc I presents the number of recipients and percent retum for cach professional group and for
the total sample on the original and follow-up mailings. Before combining the original and follow-up sur-
vey data, Chi-square analyses were calculated. For each of the three forms of the survey, chi squarcs were
calculated to test diffcrences among retum rates by original and follow-up mailings for: males and females;
membership in professional groups for researchers (AERA Divisions A, C, and H); and membership in
professional groups for administrators (NAESP, NASSP, AASA, CGCS, and CCSSO). Of the 12 Chi-
squarcs calculated only onc was significant, malc versus female rescarchers on Form 1 of the survey

(x*=6.48, df=1, p<.01). These results suggest that the 42% of the sample that ncver replicd may not differ



much from the 58% that did, allowing for changc in address, loss in the mail, and other reasons. Because
there was only an isolated significant difference, and in light of the modcrately high retumn rate for the sur-

vey, the data from the original and follow-up mailings were combined.

Insert Table | about here

High Agreement between Rescarchers and Administrators on the Influence of Practices

The threc AERA Divisions (A, C, and H) were grouped together as “Rescarchers” and the AASA,
CCSSO, CGCS, NAESP, and NASSP respondents were grouped as “Educational Administrators.” Aver-
agcs of the item ratings were calculated for the rescarcher and the administrator groups. The correlations
presented in Table 2 show very high agreement between the researcher and administrator ratings of influ-
ence (r=.87, p< .01) and ratings of assessability (r=.68, p<.01). This suggests that the research community
has been particularly adept in communicating the knowledge base on effective practices and policies to the
school community, and that there is substantial consensus between the two groups on the relative influences
of specific policies and practices and the degree to which they can be aésesscd. Since there is substantial
agreement between rescarchers and administrators justifies a closer cxamination of their rankings of influ-
ence across the four catcgories as well as the specific policics and practices within each area, as discussed

in subscquent sections.

Inscert Table 2 about here

Avcrage Influence and Asscssabilitv Ratings bv Categorv

Tablc 2 shows the average influence and assessability ratings for all respondents for cach of the

four catcgories for influence on lcaming and asscssability. These averages show the strong influence of
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proximal influences on the learncr, namely classroom, schoolwide, curricular, and delivery practices. By
contrast, the respondents saw federal, state, and district policies as rclatively weak. Ironically, however,

the respondents saw the extramural policies as more assessablc than the proximal influcnces.

Inscrt Table 3 about here

Differences Among Professional Groups

Ten onc-way analyscs of variance (ANOVA) were conducted to determine whether there were dif-
ferences in average influence and assessability ratings among the eight professional groups. As shown in
Table 3, all ANOVASs were statistically significant (p<.0001) indicating variations in the degree of influ-
ence perceived by the groups. As shown in Figure 1, the three rescarcher groups (AERA Divisions A, C,
and H) rated practices and policies in each of the four categorics, as less influential than did the five ad-

ministrator groups (AASA, CCSSO, CGCS, NAESP and NASSP).

Insert Table 4 and Figurc 1 about herc

Four of the five ANOVAs for asscssability were significant; Classroom Practices (p<.0001);
Schoolwide Practices (p<.0001); Fedcral, State, and District Policics (p. <.0001); and total (p<.003). As
shown in Figure 2, the rescarcher groups rated the Federal, State, and District Policics as more asscssable
than did the administrator groups. In general, elementary and sccondary school principals rated Classroom

Practices and Schoolwide Practices as more asscssable than did the other groups of administrators and re-

scarchers.
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Insert Figure 2 about here

Specific Influcnce Ratings

Average influencc ratings for cach item within each of the four categorics arc presented in Tables

5-8. The highest quartilc is comprised of items with average ratings equal to or above 2.52; such items are

indicated in the tables.

Insert Tables 5-8 about herc

As shown in Table 5, the highest quartile of influence ratings contained 18 of the 70 Classroom
Practice items. These items focus on the teacher in the central classroom role, a cognitively challenging en-
vironment; and on the frequency and nature of teacher-student interactions about the learning activity.

Table 6 shows that, of the 39 Schoolwide Practice items, |1 were in the highest quartile. These
items include: a safe, orderly, positive, and academically-oricnted school climate; parent, involvement pro-
grams; guarding of student instructional time; collaboration and shared decision-making among staff and
administrators; and low stafF alienation and absenteeism.

Table 7 shows that four of the 16 Curriculum Design and Dclivery items were in the highest quar-
tile. Curriculum-related practices were perceived as influential when they are sensitive to students' cognitive
needs, but less influential when they are responsive to students' interests, preferences, and cultural back-
grounds. Highly influcntial items focus on alignment of curriculum content, instruction, and asscssment;
tailoring the content to students' cognitive capabilitics and prior knowledge; and availability of matcrials

and activitics for different instructional groupings.
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As show in Table 8, of the 21 Federal, State, and District Policy items, only two were in the high-
cst quartile of influence: central office and board of education support. This finding indicatcs that the most

influential policies are manifested in the form of local resources and assistance for school programs.

Specific Assessabilitv Ratings

Avcrage asscessability ratings for each item within each of the four categorics arc also presented in
Tables 5-8. The highest quartile of assessability is comprised of items with average ratings equal to or
above 2.34,

Classroom practice items (Table 5) ranked as most asscssable concerned observable features of
classroom environments and the presence or absence of particular practices. They include, for example,
resources and instructional and grouping practices, such as size of instructional groups, well-organized les-
sons, frequent and corrective feedback, explicit expectations of content mastery, computer-assisted instruc-
tion, and frequent measurement of basic skills. Items rclated to judgments ot’tcachqr style, such as
encouragement or discouragement, enthusiasm, or other personality features were rarely ranked in the high-
est quartile.

Only seven of the 39 Schoolwide Practice items were rated as highly assessable (Table 6). Assess-
able items were those that were easy to judge—a safe, orderly school climate, school size, explicit school-
wide policies, and low staff absenteeism and turnover. The remaining 32 items, which were judged as less
assessable, were those that requirce evidence of consensus, positive attitudes, and other less observable
practices among school staff and students (e.g., schoolwide activitics to promote positive, nondisruptive
behaviors; a positive attitude toward school, teacher, and subject matter; and promofion of student self-
esteem and sclf-confidence).

Eight of 16 Curriculum Design and Delivery items (Table 7) were highly assessable. They focused
on tangible fcatures of curriculum materials and the delivery of curriculum content within the classroom

cnvironment. The attributes of materials that were judged most assessablc include the presence of specific
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objectives, asscssments, and activities tailored to different instructional groupings and students' cognitive
and academic needs. The most assessable aspects of the delivery of curriculum content are features and
practices that are directly observable, including the availability of sufficient materials, human resources,
and procedures for effective behavioral and cognitive managcment.

Of the 21| Federal, State, and District Policics, ten items were in the highest quartile of assessability
(Tablc 8). Most of these items were judged highly assessable because the presence or absence of a federal,
statc, or district policy can generally be detected either through document revicw or minimal data collec-
tion. Central officc and board of education assistance and support for school programs, were judged as
highly influcntial but not highly assessable. This may be because support for school programs consists of a
large variety of .forms, including provision and training of personncl, tangible resources (c.g., materials,
space), intangible resources (e.g., expertise, rcinforcement, sponsorship), as well as fiscal assistance. This
complexity reduces the ease of assessability.

Joint Ratings of Influcnce and Assessability

A fourfold table was created to further analyze the items within the highest and lowest quartiles in
each of the four categories. Table 9 displays items in the following four cells: high influcnce-high asscss-
ability, high influence-low assessability, low influence-high assessability, and low influcnce-low asscss-

ability.

Inscrt Table 9 about here

The primary findings of this analysis arc that classroom practices, and to a somewhat lesser de-
gree, schoolwide practices and curriculum design and delivery, have high influence on student leaming and
arc readily assessable. Federal, state, and district policics werc judged to have little influcnce on student

lcarning, although they are also readily assessable.
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Although researchers and administrators can agrec on whether specific practices and policies are
influcntial and whether they are asscssable, these groups differ in their judgment of the relationship between
the influence and assessability of specific practices and policies. The correlation between influence and as- |
sessability ratings for researchers is near zero (r=-.03, p>.10) whereas administrators judgments were mod-
eratcly correlated (r=.52, p<.0l). A possible reason for this differcncc is that rescarchers arc less
optimistic about the assessability of many practices and policies.

Conclusions ‘

The results show substantial agreement between rescarchers’ and administrators’ vicws on the
rclative influences of educational policies and practices. Such consensus gives a measure of assurance that
a knowledge basc on what works might be exploited to assist in the national goal, expressed by many
groups, for substantially improving academic achievement.

The results suggest that instruction, curriculum, and school-wide practices have considerably
stronger learning influences than do federal, state, and district policies. This seems an irony since much
educational reform has been imposed by state legislatures and has concemed such govemance and
o;ganization innovations as charter schools, public school choice, and school-sitc management. Though the
aver;ge influence ratings differ across the four categories--classroom practices, school practices,
curriculum design and delivery, and extramural policies, specific practices and policies vary considerably
within these groups as shown in the detailed tables (Tables 5-9). Many highly influential practices and few
highly influential policies can scrve as promising candidates for educational reform since both rescarch and

administrator groups concur about their cfficacy.

Espccially promising arc highly influential-highly assessable practices since they are not only
effective but obscrvable. Those that arc effective but less assessable descrve high priority for systematic
devclopment and validation of observation, rating, and other means of assessment by rescarch workers.

While the eight groups of rescarchers and administrators agree on the rclative size of the influences,
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researchers are less sanguine about the size of the effects. Administrators may be somewhat more
optimistic than rescarchers becausc they must often advocate innovations and because it is often their job to
employ observation and rating scalcs to evaluate teachers and programs.

To our knowledge, the present survey is the first of its kind. It represents in compact form a
considerable amount of expert knowlcedge and administrator judgment about what works to improve
achicvement. Along with previous efforts to synthesize rescarch, it may scerve as one basis for planning
education reforms.

Specifically, the survey results can guide site-specific cfforts to reform classroom and
school practices and district, and state policies. The knowledge base on cffective practices and policies,
such as those found in the present survey study, is an existing resourcc that has significant implications for
improving currcnt practices to meet the legislative mandates, such as the Title [ program, to significantly
improve the leamning of all students, including and particularly those requiring greater-than-usual support
such as those served by Title [. Item influence and assessability ratings might be found useful in identify-
ing delivery standards, local program development, the development of accountability mcasures, monitoring
program implementation, and identifying and designing outcomes and indicators for use in summative
evaluations. Though it can be hoped that the items might be widely useful for such purposes, educators
would have to determine which survey items are most useful given their circumstances. In addition to con-
sidering the influence and assessability ratings, they would need to judge which of the practices and policies

are most suitable the economic, philosophical, political, and cultural climate of their communities.
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Table 1

Number of Survey Recipients and Original
and Follow-up Survey Return Rates

Survey Mailings Returns (%)

Professional Group N Original Follow-Up Total

AERA-Division A 498 235(78.1) 66 (21.9) 301 (60.4)
AERA-Division C 500 | 237 (79.0) 63 (21.0) 300 (60.0)
AERA-Division H 499 245 (80.3) 60 (19.7) 305 (61.1)
AASA 546 227 (73.9) 80 (26.1) 307 (56.2)
CCSSO 57* 22(56.4) ~17(43.6) 39 (68.4)
CGCs 43 21(77.8) 6(222) 27 (62.8)
NAESP 500 201 (67.9) 95 (32.1) 296 (59.2)
NASSP 498 178 (73.3) 65 (26.7) 243 (48.8)
Total 3141 1366 (75.1) 452 (24.9) 1818 (57.9)

*The CCSSO mailing was sent to state superintendents from the 50 states and Washington, D.C., the executive director
of CCSSO, and the Superintendents of American Samoa, Puerto Rico, the Virgin [slands, and Manila/Philippines.
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Table 2

Pearson Product Moment Correlations for Researcher
and Administrator Ratings of Influence and Assessability Ratings

Researcher
Influence

Researcher
Assessability

Administrator
Influence

Administrator
Assessability

Researcher Researcher Administrator Administrator
Influence Assessability Influence Assessability
1.00
-.03 1.00
.87 -.10 1.00
47 .68 .52 1.00




Table 3

Overall Average Influence and Assessability by ‘Category

Category

Average Influence

Average Assessability

Classroom Practices
Schoolwide Practices
Design and Delivery of Curriculum

Federal, State, and District Policies

2.39

2.36

2.33

2.10

2.16

2.15

2.25

2.35




Table 4

One-Way Analyses of Variance Comparing Influence and
Assessability Ratings of Professional Groups for Each Category

Dependent Variables N Mean Square Probability

Influences

Classroom Practices 1745 321 32.65 (.0001)
Curriculum Design and Delivery 1739 2.34 16.27 (.0001)
Schoolwide Practices and Policies 1744 5.16 - 47.30 (.0001)
Federal, State, & District Policies 1747 3.72 27.23 (.0001)
Total 1749 3.65 46.08 (.0001)
ssessabili

Classroom Practices 1738 75 5.55 (.0001)
Curriculum Design and Delivery 1728 31 1.77 (.089)

Schoolwide Practices and Policies 1737 75 5.77 (.0001)
Federal, State, & District Policies 1740 3.04 18.36 (.0001)
Total 1744 .29 3.15(.003)

24




o
al)

G¢

‘v ue ylim pateudisap are pg-g 9A0qe Jo 01 [enba sadesaae 11j1qTssassy Te 1Lyl swdl|
‘] e yum pateudisap ase gg'z A0qe 10 01 [enba sa8eiaae dUANYUT ARY IBY) WA IAON

T €T V'l ‘sdnosd jeuononnsut sa|ewIS

81T ST I .m..,u_wua:m [BUOTIDTUISUT PazZijeuosIag

4 ird 86°C I “suon1dadxa pue sjeod Surues| Jo ssauareme Juapnis Suiureiuicus) A)jIQEIUNOIIE JIUIEI| JO SN JaYILa)

ST 91 I -uiuajjeyd Aj2anwos are 1ey) suonsanb jo Juisod sayoea),

€1z £9'C I , "$9U0 M3u Jzueljiwe) pue s1d3du0d 19BASqE 3Z11I0U0) 01 A3ojeue “.Ea a(durexa jo asn saydeay,

91'C €97 I “suonsanb woossse[d 01 $asuodsal JUIPNIS JANINNSUOI JO UAWITeINoduI 19yaea],

FE'T £9'C V'l *JOLID UB 3}BW SIUIPNIS USYM IBQPIIJ 2A1IDILIOD JO IsN S1aydeay,

*(SUONISE [EUONIEIUOIJUOI-UOU pue K|3tutl jo

£0¢ L9t I suondrusip JO UOHEZIWIUIW PUE SINATIIE PUT SIUIAI WOOISSE|D JO SSIUSBME)  SSAU-II-UIIM,, JaYIea],

o1z 197 I ‘Annbut wapnis jo uonoword sayoeay,

12C L9 I .m_cuva.&o SI9MSUE 1931102 01 ¥oeqpadj [ydjay jo uoisiaoid saydeay

oL L9t A V'l “JU9IUOI PUB SINIANIE [EUOIIINIISUL WIOOISSEED JO A1SLTBA B JO 30udsaly

60'C e I “JUIUOI ISINOI INOQE WISBISTU{IUI J9YdBI],

ve'C LLe \A| -K191S8W JUAUOI JO =o_§u&.xu 13Yaeal pautjap Area))

& 8LC V'l -3sueuuopad Juapnis uo ¥deqpaaj 1wanbayj jo uoistaoid Jaydeay

T 6LC V'l ‘santanoe ssejd pauueid-Jjam pue paziuedio-jjom

ANA ¥8'C 1 ‘Kinawyip ys=1 sieudosdde jo ssn
Juney Anpqessessy  Suney uanpul  apaen) 1s3y3iH swajj

3duaaay 3deaaay uy swajf

SWaj] 201981 J WOOISSE[) JO SSUNBY AN[IQESSassy puE duanjju] 3e1AY

S 3qeL

B

1 w
-RIC

”



L3

“y ue Yum pareuSisap are €T A0GeE Jo o1 [enba sa3esdae A1{1qessIssy T 1Lyl swaIl
"] UB Y pateuSisap ase 7§ 7 A0qQE Jo 01 [enba sadelaae dUN|JUI JARY leyi SWA] 0N

Y4 9 “51U3A3 [euONINNISUI jo Surouanbas dnewaisAs Jo asn Jaydeay,

vt o't “s{irys Sunjuiy Jap10 J3ySiy Jo WAWAINSEIW djeINIIE ‘JuIanbasy

681l 9rC “(uapmis 01 1ayse3l woyy Aijiqisuodsas jo Japsuen enprad) Suipjoyeds jo asn Jayaeay,

‘(santanoe mau Juneinut ut Kjijioe) pue

€17 L+ . ‘SanIANIE Jo 2Inso]d ‘suondrusip Sutures| Jo duepioae 3 3) suonisueIl YIOOWS JO IsN JAYILay,

€re Lr'c v ‘(uswdinba pue sjeuarew jo Kjiqejreae Apeas) wooisse|d paddinba j1am

£6'1 T “(uonedianred Joj K1unuoddo enba pue siapmis [[e Jo wawiean [enba) wsniuoaej jo yor]

*(SSIUIAISBIQE [CWILIW M ATm

0T T 3Ane13d003 PUE 31EIIPISUOD B UL 198I3IUL J3YIB3I PUE SIUIPNIS) UOHIILY JO JUIWIZRIN0SI

87T 6r'eC ‘satgarens Suiures| aanesadoo)

‘suonsanb

602 6t WOOISSe[d 01 S3suodsal Pa|re1ap 1eIauad 0 SIUIPNIS J0j JWN W3IdLYNS Jo uoistiaoid 13ydeay,

05T 6T ‘sjeod weaSoud [euipminie pue ‘[B120S ‘JNWIpEdE pIuIsd »_au_u

0Tt 0S'T “(3uuoim saad *§-3) uonesoqejjo wapms y3nasys duruses| jo uonowaud Jaydeay,

££°C 15 “(samanoe Suiwreaj Jo s3An33(qo 11dx3 pue y135ds) uonasp [eod jo asn

(asusuniopad umo s,3u0 3lenfeaa pue ueld “Jojuow

80'C 8T 1 0} pasn are jey) satSarens *~8-3) sa1darens 3anuZ0deEI3W JO SN UIPNIS JO uonowaud 1ayseay

“(siuapnis {e Aq uonedionsed

ot 8T i 3AN2E ufRIUIBW O] SAI3alens uonensalBuuonsanb jo asn) Sunuafe dnoid jo asn saydeay,
Suney Lijiqessassy Suney duanyu] «21128n0 153y31H sunj|

adeaaay 3deiaay ug swajf

Il B B N N BN BN BN BN BN BE Bh BN BN BB BN B e

(p,)uoD) suidy] dNPLIY wo0asse|) Jo s3uney AIqessassy pue aduanyu] 8esAy

S 3lqeL

)

IE IC

PAruiToxt Provided by ERIC



0€

oC

“V UB yiim pareuBisap are $¢° 9A0qe 10 o1 [enba sadesaae Aiiqessassy e ity sway|

‘] uB ynm paieudisap ase 7§'¢ 2A0Qe Jo 01 [enba SITEIIAE IIUINYUL IATY 1TY) SWII] 130N
97 ) v "SITYS J1Seq JO 1UaWamseal JIzIndJe "1uanbal
: *$31035 [T10}
VTl £ paitioqe|auou Jo suoneayisse}d ajduns uetp Jayiel s3(1jod Joures| pajieIap LI 01 JUSWSSISSE JO 35N
T €€ ..mEuE:m Jo Kwofew ay Joy sieudoidde sy yaym ‘Suiaed jo aspy
102 £€°C "$13y2ea) £Q patdeoa sotaeyaq [eroos aeudoiddy
. ‘(s{eod aanesadood
b6l FET aziseydwia pue SIN[EA PUE IS3I3IUT UOWILIOD ABYS SSB[) JO SIIqUIIUI) SSAUIAISAY0D JO juawadenoduy
FT 8€'T “SYIYS 2J1] (€32 P2IEIZIUT *INUYINE JINSEIUW 1BY) SIUIUISSISSE JO IS
87T 8€T -3uuoiny Jaag
881 or'e {(SANIAIOE WIOQISSE]D U PAISIIANUL PUE PRAUIIIUOD ITE SIqWIAW ssed **8'3) Ayede Jo wawadeinoasiq
61' e -suonsanb o1wapese wanbasy jo Suisod saydeay,
€1t 34 -sdnosg/smims a8ueya pue aacudwt o1 ssuapms 3jqeus ol Sutdnosd 3|qixay Jo asn Jaydeal,
<61 & ‘suondasuoasiw yuaprys [adsip pue 3z1u30331 O] UOIINNSUY JO ISR J3YIeIL,
80'C ch'T -51d35u02 M3U JO UOTIEIOQE| PUB [ESIBIY3I JO ISN JIYIRI,
o' ch'T v *UONINNSUL 1D21P JO 3N JAYILAL
90T 9b'T “SJuaprs Suoure SUONILIAIUL [eQ12A 3ANISOd JO UAWITLIN0IUI JAYIBIY,
907 9T , -uonesijdde pue SuipurisIapun [NjSuIUE3LW JOJ JUSIUOD SSBYD JO UONIII3S JAYI3L,
e op'T *$915u33UNUOD JUIWIAIOJULAS JO 3SN JAYIEIY,
Supey Aypqessassy  SUNBY PUWINPUL  apuend) 1SPYBIH S |
adesaay adesany ug s

(PIUOD) SWa)[ 3d1IEIJ WOOISSED JO S3ulIBYy AN{IqESSIsSY pue duanyu] agel19AyY

§ 3lqeL

)

Provided by ERIC

CRI

B

”



(Y]
o

T
S
"V UE it pIieudisap are pg-g 3A0qe 10 01 jenba sadesaae Aijiqessassy Ire 10y swdl|
°] ue yum paieudisap e 7§°7 A0qe Jo 01 [enba sadesaae suanpjul daey 1LY swa| 3ION

e ST v ‘uondnnsui paisisse-1andwio))

L
"SAUSUIIOTIRYD JUIPNIS
91'C 01 syyse) uiures| jo ysrews paataasad uo paseq uonannsul Eenpialput jo uoudussaid sayoes)

91T
91¢ (swawadunouue iseapeoiq **8-3) suondrusip WoossSe]d (WX JO IsN WNwIUIy

81
61°C : ssauaandrusip woolsseld (oAU 01 s3nbiuydal wawadeuew sisu))

t0'C
€1 “dururea) jeuondruisug

£ttt
STT v "S3MMANDE SSE[O YIIM UOIIJRJSHES JUIPTIS JO Juawafeinodug

65T
9t “Suuoiny 3de-sso1)

i
[t "$1321UBB10 3dUBAPE JO SN JIYIRIJ,

e1e
Lz "(SUOISIIOP WOOISSE(I JWOS U JU3PNIS [[B JO IudWaA[oAUT 1911dx3) Koe1d0wsap jo wwawadenosug

961

82T ‘paiuasaud 1u3juod Y JO AXUBPUNPII ISBIIIUI 0] MIIAIIAO PUB MIIAII JO 3N SI3YIB3] -

91t
62T ‘stuapnys Suoure uotidafas 13ad Jo uawadeinodsip Jaysesy,

881
62 ‘spoyiaws aanduasaid susoudeiqg

(444
) ) *(san1anoe [euonangsul
1€ Suunp 3seid Jo INO SIUPNIS OU '3SIOU 3AISSIIX3 OU *3°3) Woossse(d ut uordrusip ewiuly

(A4
€T ‘sasuodsaJ [eJO 3ALIUBISQNS ‘PIPUIIX3I J0Oj SJaYIe3) Aq sisanbas juanbasg

el'c
AN ‘sa13a1ens duwres) Jsisepy

et

Buyey LnpqessIssy Suyey suanyug «211en) 1s3yAy Swajy
adesaay 3desaay uj SwI)

(p,)u0)) swdj dNeIJ Wooisse[) Jo sSuney A}1Iqessassy pue duInguj deray

§ JqeL

)

lE IC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC



e

'V ue yum paeudisap are ¢z 9A0qe Jo 0] [enba sadeiaae Aiijiqessassy are 1eys sway|
‘] ue Yum pateudissp ate 7g°7 9A0qe 10 01 [enba sadesaae ouanyul aaey leyi sway  :dtoN

§0C

Lee

17T

06'1

or'e

£6°l

t0'c

L0¢

Fe'l

96'1

861

0'c

s0'T

90°¢C

e

"siuapnis Suowre uonnadwod Jo watuadenoduy

‘$3s5[D JU[N3a1 Ul SPasu [e1vads Yim S1UapNIS A0

"uidnoud a3e-njny

“(SoIBWSSEBID a3y Ip AuTw Yitm Yiom s1uapnis “83) sanbija jo wawadeinosiq
‘seare 103iqns jooyas oy1sads 10§ Sun{sen snwapesy

"uonEesnpa uado Jo [BuLIojul Jo 5193dSe Yim pauiquiod uononnsut aandudsayy

- ‘uondnnsut Suunp afendue| [euuoj Jo asn s13yde3]

“(ssoureq
[BIUWUOIIAUS PUE *JANBIIUNWWOI *[RIUIYre Sunuodsaao) wesdoid feuoneanpa jo Aiijiqissadoy

- ‘(Santanoe pue 1anpuod
wo0Isse(d JuIuIaduod sajru satels Adtjdxa mojjoj o1 paraedxa siuapms) Aijeunsoy jo juswadesnosug

duyey Anpqessassy
3delaay

Suney aduanyuj
adesaay

«21138nQ 152y
ut swA

Ve |

(P.UOD) SWaj[ 3211IB1J WOOISSE]D) JO STUNEY AJ[IESSISSY PUE 20UIN|JU] ISBIIAY

S 3iqelL

)

JERIC

Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



St
‘V UR yim paieudisap are pg-g 9A0qe 10 01 enba sa8esaae A11j1qessIsse are reyl swa
‘] ue yim pareusisap e 75-7 9A0GeE Jo 01 [enba sadesaae saudnpjul aaey teyi swa 0N

10T €T -Surures| 1uapuadaput alowoid 0) SANANIE IpIM[OOYIS
€T T *JU31U0I 35IN0J O] UOTIUINE JUIPNIS JO UONIIIIP JaYde3]
7T T ‘wesdoid sjooyss aa1133))3
S0'¢ ST "s101ABY3q [B130S 3Aldrusipuou ‘aanisod alouroid o1 satanoe apimiooyds
96'1 757 I ‘UOTIBUSI[E JJRIS MOT]
0£T LS'T I “JUWIAIIYIE JIWIPEIE JO uoludod31 pue uo siseydwa Ipim|ooyds
<97 657 V' "WISIIIIUISQE JJBIS MO
96'1 197 I “S3[0J puE ‘SULIOU ‘S3N{EA [OOYIS UO SASUISUOD JOIBIISIUIWIPE puE J3YILI],
e 19 I "{auuosiad |ooyds Suowe uoneioqe||o)
‘(3utureaj ur padedua
w €97 I A|2AT12E 28 SJUSPNIS Wi JO JUNOWE) YSBI UO W JUIPNIS PISEaIoul Jo uoniowold spim|[ooyds
Li'T 99'C I -Suryew UOISIOSP [BUOLIDNIISUT UT JUIWIA[OAUT 13YIBI],
86T 897 V'l *3WI) UOTIINLNSUL 13311 PISeaIdu! Jo uonowoid apim[ooyas
‘(yJomawoy jo uonajdwos Suunsua
0Tt LLe I *89) aoueuniopsad jooyos s uapmis Sutaoidwit ut wwawaA[oAut uased satowoid tey) £d1jod jooyds
51 8T I -uresSo:d [euondnnsul Yyum pausasuod Kjaanoe jedisuug
e b8z V' -91BWI|I [ooYyds K[4apIo *3jeS
duney Ajnqessassy 3uney duanyug Onuend) 15aydiyg sSu|
aSeaaay adeaaAy ug Swaj|

saa1)oe1J 2pIM[00YdS Jo sSuney AJIjIqessassy pue 3ouanpju] 3geIAY

9 3IqeL

)

IE IC

PAruiToxt Provided by ERIC



8¢

"y UB Yitm pIIeudisop are +£7 9A0qe o 01 [enbd sadesaAe Kijiqessasse ase eyl swaiy
'] ue Y pateuSisop are 7§z JA0Qe 10 01 [enba sadesaae auanjjul aaey leyl SwAl] 0N

50T gTT SUOTIEITASE [BUOTIEAN350 TUSPAIS 3583I13UT 01 SINTATISE IPIA[O0GIS
66T 0Tt v ‘sa1o1j0d ssa1801d srwapese pue Juipesd apimjooyds 1ondxg
ne raard *'JO1ABY2q [UIWUD puk 1uanbuljap 38eIN0ISIP 01 SANANIE IPIM[O0YIS
Tl €Tl ‘Karjod aauepualie apimiooyos uadxg
&+ 97T v . "JOAOUIN] JJTIS MO
81 05t ‘uipea 131ns1a] uo siuapnis £q 1wads swil [00YIs-J0-1N0 PaIseasdul jo uontowoid apimiooyds
0 T “Jlomaway uo awn 8828_.3 uoniowoid IpIm[ooyds
€z A ‘SuryewW-UOISIO3P PUER UONIEIO|(B IIINOS3L UT JUSWIIA[OAU] JIYIeI]
80'C €67 *35U3PIJUOI-J[35 PUE W3IIISI-J]35 310Woid 01 SANALIIE IpIM[OOYdS
861 £€°T ‘Sutures| Suo[3ji] premol uoneatow a1owoid 01 SANANDIE IPIM[O0YdS
96T bE'T v *3z1s [o0Yds [[ewS
T ez v ‘Karjod auiidiosip apimiooyas woidxg
361 8T ‘syse1 Sulures| uo Iouesaaasiad ajowold o1 $aHIANDE IpIM|OOYIS
€1t 'z ‘suornresidse J1WIapEIE 1UIPMIS uﬂ.t,u:_ 01 S3IIATIIE IpIM[00YIS
“(sdn pjay ‘Kresqif [ooyds Y} ‘SWOOISSE[D ul Isisse siuased *3-3) wesd
Tt wi -o1d [euonanAsUL Y1 JO KI2AL3P Y1 BT 1USWIA0AUS wwared sajowoid 1eyy £atjod [ooyds
‘new
60T W 193[qns pue ‘s19ydea) *jooyss premol apnitiie aanisod e a10woid 01 S3LALISE IpIMm[ooYdS
Suney Lnjiqessassy Supey asuangug +211enQ 159Y31H swayg
a8eiaAy 3desaay uj swI

(pauoD))  s3dPEIJ ApIM[00YIS Jo sBuney A)1[IqEsSassy pus RUIN|JU] 238IAY

9 3lqeL

)

l' Full Tt Provided by ERIC.



0p

"V Ue Yum paieudisap ase pg g IA0qQE 10 01 [enba saBesaae A1ij1qesSasSE Are Jey swal|
°] UE Yyum pateudisap 31 g5 7 IA0qe 0 01 [enba saTesaae duINuUL dAeY 1BYI SWIA] 210N

UoISIA3[
o1 69'1 {euoneanpa Sutmata siuapnis Aq 1uads W [00YIS-JO-INO PISEIIIUI JO UONOWOId IPIM[00YIS
_ "UOISIAJ|
8S°1 $8°1 {euonieanpauou SUIM3ILA Wiy [00YIs-JO-1n0 Suipuads SIUIPNIS JO 1UIWIFRIN0ISIP IPIM[00YdS
STT 06’1 ‘sasodund Kreujdiasip 10j uoisindxa pue uoisuadsns Jo asn [eWIUIN
8Ll €6'1 ‘sanbis uey 1oyies sdiyspuauy 38eIn0dUI 01 SINANIE IPIM[O0YIS
vl £0'C *SIMATIIR JE[ROLUNJBIIXS pue sqn]d ut uoniedionred Juapmis Jo uonowoid apim|ooyds
vli'T T -asn Srup juapnis 38eIn0dSIP 01 SAATIOE IPIM[O0YIS
“(sinoas ‘sdin wnasnw *-3-2) sasuauadxa
8Ll 60 Suusea| [euuiojut ut SIUIPRIS q 1uads 3w [00YIS-JO-INO PIseasdUL Jo uotowoid IpIm[ooYdS
(‘wnpnawund ueld djay ‘sjeUsiB MIIAI
202 60'C siuared **8-3) weiSoid [euononnsus ay Sutuueld ul 1uawaAjoaut uasred saowoid teys £a1j0d jooyds
Supey Lipiqessessy dupey duanyuj LInend 1saydty Su1djf
3duaaay adesaay uy swa|
(piuo))  S9INIEBIJ PIM[00YDS JO s3uney L) 1qessIssy pue duanjju] ade10AY

9 3qeL

)

IE IC

PAFulToxt Provided by ERIC



aQ
=

‘4

"V UR Yita pateudissp are pg-g 940qe 40 01 fenba sadesaae Lujiqessasse ase 1ey) swan)
*1 ue yum pateudisap are 7§'T 2A0Qe Jo 01 [enba sa3esaae duINYuUL ARy 1IBYI SWAN]  I3lON

161 161 "santande Suuue|d soy pue Sutkpris Joj Kijiqisuodsal-}as wWIpNIs Jo wawdojaAap 1aydea]
107 96°1 ‘S|eu3iew IsI3AIp K{[eImind jo asny
e 002 -a9eds wooisse|d paindyuos-||am
8cT Pz v 'SIpIR WOooIsSE]d jo Aijiqejreay
S6'1 Le “JU3IU0) WN{NILLIND JO UOIID3|3s IPING 0} S1SIIAUT UIPNIS JO IS}
12t 87T -51d99u09 paseq-aur|diosip A3 punose paInionuls SHUN Wn{NdLLN)
beT 677 v *$531801d 1U3PNIS JOIIUOW 01 SPIOIII UINLIM JO ISN SIIYIEI]
SE'T (S v *sa1npas0id pue ‘$a[ru 'SIUNNOI WOOISSED PAIBIUNWIWIOD-||3M PUE JUIIDLJ)3 JO IsN S, IaYdea],
0T 15T *SJuUIpNIS Jo $33uauadxa 19331 1ey) sjeUAiew Jo Is()
8z L£T v *$1591 J11S0URIP pUE SIUSWISSISSE IPRIIUL 1BY) S[ELIIEW JO IS}
96T 86T v *saan93[qo suy19ads Kojdwa 1ey) sjeuaiew jo asn
tv'e e v ‘(uawdinba pue sjeuajew ajqe(iear Kjipeas) wooisse]d paddinba-jap
‘uonannsut
6T 19T vl 3U0 UO 3uo Jo ‘sdnoid [Bws ‘SWOOISSE]I [OYM YIIM ISN JOJ SIANTANIOR pue S[eudleul Jo Ailjiqe|ieAy
VT 797 v *SINIJIQE JUIIYIP YIM SIUAPNIS O1 PaIo]iL) S[eUleWw Jo s
167 192 I *$[9A3] [eawdo]2A3p 1UIJJIP JO SIUIPNIS O} PIIO|TE) S[BUIEW JO IS
062 LT 1 .:ouuz_m.>u pue ‘sjuawudisse *uoldINNSUI ‘SIU1U0) *sjeod Juowre awudiy
Suney Anpgessassy  dupey duanpul  amaen)) 19Y3IH suR)|
adeiaay adesaay uy swI|

swa)] K12A1]2(] PUE UBIS3Q WN[NDIIINY) JO SSUNEY AM|IGESSISSY PUB 20UIN[JU] ISBIAY

L ?qsL

PAFuiToxt Provided by ERIC

i



v UB {iim pareudisap are p¢g 9a0qe Jo 01 jenba sadesaae Aijiqessasse are 1eyr swai) m. w
°J UB Yitm pareuSissp are 7G7 9A0qE 10 01 [enb3 sadesdae ouanyul ARy leyi swAn] 0N

10T 161 "UOLIBZIIRIONEIING 1ILISIP [00Yds patiwy]
977 €61 "3utpuny (fenduijiq) J1A IpLL
€57 'L v ‘siuswalinbas unsay ».u:o_&Eou wnwuipy
€Tt 0T “WINNILLIND JIA0 [ONU0D JEls Jo 283
157 902 v “ISINSIP 3TIS [00YIS [[ewg
et 102 v "Aep [00y3s Jo Yidua| paseasou]
96T 14 A v ‘siuawaiinbai ansuadi J3yaes),
o'z S1'L v "1eak (00Yy3s Jo Yi8ua| paseasau]
1344 917 A4 “8utpuny (paddestpuey) Ty 1-p6 1d
9z 81°T v -3uipuny (uonieonpa K1ojesuadwod) | 1a1dey)
65T 877 v "321$ $5B[J UO SHWN| [eNIdENUO)
17t £6T *SIUaPN)S JOJ SITAIIS {BIJOS JO UOISIAQL]
o'z SE'T v -aumipuadxa 11dnd 3ad Jaydiy
19T 66T v ‘siuawsasinbai 1un pue 3sinod sywapesy
YT 5T 1 ‘weidoid [ooyds o] uoddns uoneonpg jo preog
81T €5T i -surei§oud [00yas J0j uoddns pue adueisisse YO [BAUI)

Supey Kinqessessy  Bunwy duANPUL  amuend) 1say3iH swdj

adsiaay adesaay uj swaj|

Sway] Ao1[0g 1PISIJ PUE IEIS ‘[edapa] JO sauney ANIGESSISSY pue duanyju] adedaay

8 3q8L

Q
JERIC



1/

*y Ue ynm pareudisap ase pg'g 240qe 10 01 [enba sadesaae Kitjiqessasse are ey sway
[ ve {iim pareudisap are 767 9A0qE Jo 01 [enbo sadeidae ddudnyjul daey QI SWA] BION

et €L1 ‘wisk's voneuodsuen watdyg
wt <Ll ‘s3unasw [ooyds JAYE Uo S| [ENIIBAUCD)
61T 8l "UONIEZI[BIIUIIAP 1ILNSIP [00YIS
' 08°1 *SX00Q1X3} J9A0 [QNUOD AETS Jo 31T
£2C 181 *sapre Aq pawopiad SaNIANSE UO SUONIOLASIS [ENIIRAUO)D)
Jupey LNNIqessassy Suney duangug «30End 192Y3IY swaj|
advaaAy cY: LA LYY uj sway|

(1,u02) swa)y £atjod 11SI Pue ‘el ‘[eI3pay Jo sduney A[IqessIssy pue 3duIn(u] 338I1AY

8 3IqeL

-~

o f
=l
||




Table 9

Fourfold Classification of Survey Items by Level of Influence
(high vs. low) and Assessability (high vs. low)

Low Influence, High Assessability

Classroom Practices:

Computer-assisted instruction.

Academic tracking for specific school subject areas.

Schoolwide Practices: no items

Curriculum Design and Delivery:
Availability of classroom aides,

Federal, State, District Policies:

Increased length of school year.

Teacher licensure requirements.

Increased length of school day.

Small school size district.

Minimum competency testing requirements.

Low Influence, Low Assessability

Classroom Practices:

Teachers use of formal language during instruction.
Prescriptive instruction combined with aspects of informal or open
education.

Discouragement of cliques (e.g., students work with many dif-
ferent classmates). ’

Encouragement of competition among students.

Schoolwide Practices:

School policy that promotes parent involvement in planning the
instructional program (e.g., parents review materials, help plan
curriculum.)

Schoolwide promotion of increased out-of-school time spent by
students in informal leaming experiences (e.g., museum trips,
scouts).

Schoolwide activities to encourage friendships rather than cliques.

Schoolwide discouragement of students spending out-of-school
time viewing noneducational television.

Schoolwide promotion of increased out-of-school time spent by
students viewing educational television

Curriculum Design and Delivery:

Teacher development of student self-responsibility for studying
and for planning activities.

Federal, State, District Policies: none

ERIC
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Classroom Practices:

Well-organized and well-planned class activities,

Teacher provision of frequent feedback on student performance.
Clearly defined teacher expectation of content mastery.
Presence of a variety of classroom instructional activities and con-

tent.
Teachers use of corrective feedback when students make an error

Smaller instructional groups

Schoolwide Practices:

Safe, orderly school climate

Schoolwide promotion of increased direct instruction time
Low staff absentecism

Curriculum Design and Delivery:

Use of materials tailored to students with different abilities
Availability of materials and activities for use with whole
classrooms, small groups, or one on one instruction

Federal, State, District Policies: no items

High Influence, Low Assessability
Classroom Practices:
Teacher “with-it-ness” (awareness of classroom events and ac-

tivities and minimization of disruptions of timely and non-con-
frontational actions).

Schoolwide Practices:

Teacher and administrator consensus on school values, norms, and
roles

Low staff alienation

Curriculum Design and Delivery: none

Federal, State, District Policies: none
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The Laboratory for Student Success

The Laboratory for Student Success (LSS) is one of ten regional educational laboratories in the nation funded
by the U.S. Departmerit of Education to revitalize and reform educational practice in the service of children and youth.

The mission of the Laboratory for Student Success is to strengthen the capacity of the mid-Atlantic region to enact
and sustain lasting systemic educational reform through collaborative programs of applied research and development and
services to the field. In particular, the LSS facilitates the transformation of research-based knowledge into useful tools that
can be readily integrated into the educational reform process both regionally and nationally. To ensure a high degree of
effectiveness, the work of the LSS is continuously refined based on feedback from the field on what is working and what is
needed in improving educational practice.

The ultimate goal of the LSS is the formation of a connected system of schools, parents, community agencies,
professional organizations, and institutions of higher education that serves the needs of all students and is linked with a high-
tech national system for information exchange. In particular, the aim is to bring researchers and research-based knowledge
into synergistic coordination with other efforts for educational improvement led by field-based professionals.

LSS Principal Investigators

Margaret C. Wang
Executive Director, LSS
Professor of Educational Psychology

Temple University

Lascelles Anderson
Center for Urban Educational
Research and Development

University of Illinois at Chicago

David Bartelt
Professor of Geography
and Urban Studies
Temple University

Jennifer Beaumont

Senior Research Associate
Center for Research in Human
Development and Education
Temple University

David Bechtel

Senior Research Associate
Center for Research in Human
Development and Education
Temple University

William Boyd
Professor of Education
Pennsylvania State University

Bruce Cooper
Professor of Education
Fordham University

Ramona Edelin
President and Chief
Executive Officer
National Urban Coalition

Fenwick English
Vice Chancellor of
Academic Affairs

Purdue University at Fort Wayne

Patricia Gennari
Director of Special Projects
Penn Hills School District

Geneva Haertel

Senior Research Associate
Center for Research in Human
Development and Education
Temple University

Penny Hammrich

Assistant Professor of

Science Education, Curriculum,
Instruction, and Technology in
Education

Temple University

Jeong-Ran Kim

Senior Research Associate
Center for Research in Human
Development and Education
Temple University

Jane Oates

Director of Services

to the Field

Center for Research in Human
Development and Education
Temple University

Ruth Palmer

Associate Professor of
Educational Administration and
Secondary Education

The College of New Jersey

Suzanne Pasch

Dean

Education and Graduate Studies
The College of New Jersey

Aquiles Iglesias,

Associate Director, LSS
Professor and Chair of Communication Sciences
Temple University

Sam Redding
Executive Director

Academic Development Institute

Maynard Reynolds
Professor Emeritus of
Educational Psychology
University of Minnesota

Timothy Shanahan
Professor of Urban Education
University of Illinois-Chicago

Denise Maybank-Shepherd
Project Implementor

LSS Extension Services

The College of New Jersey

Sharon Sherman
Associate Professor of

Ronald Taylor
Associate Professor of
Psychology

Temple University

Herbert Walberg
Professor of Education
University of Illinois

Carol Walker

Associate Professor of
Education

The Catholic University of
America

Robert Walter
Professor Emeritus of
Education Policy

and Leadership Studies
Temple University

Elementary and Early

Childehood Education Roger Weisberg

The College of New Jersey Professor of Psychology
University of Illinois at

Betty Steffy Chicago

Dean

School of Education

Purdue University at Fort Wayne

Floraline Stevens
Evaluation Consultant
Floraline I. Stevens Associates

Kenneth Wong
Associate Professor of
Education

University of Chicago

William Yancey
Professor of Sociology

Judith Stull Temple University
Associate Professor of
Sociology Frank Yekovich

LaSalle University

William Stull
Professor of Economics
Temple University

Professor of Education
The Catholic University of
America

For more information, contact Cynthia Smith, Director of Information Services, at (215) 204-3004 or csmith6@vm.temple.edu.

To contact the LSS: Phone: (800) 892-5550

E-mail: Iss@vm.temple.edu

Web: http://www.temple.edu/departments/LSS
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